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2nd Session Vote No. 256 Page S-9215 Temp. Record
NUCLEAR WASTE/Modifications
SUBJECT: Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1996 . . . S. 1936. Murkowski amendment No. 5055.
ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 86-12
SYNOPSIS: As introduced, S. 1936, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1996, will provide for the interim and permanent stora

of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. A short-term facility, administered by the Department
Energy (DOE), will begin accepting nuclear waste no earlier than December 31, 1998 and no later than November 30, 199¢
site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. By December 31, 2002, the DOE will apply for authorization to construct a permanent repos
at the same site, provided that licensing regulations can be met. Spent fuel and waste from the Federal Government anc
commercial nuclear power plants will be transferred from temporary storage sites located in 41 States to the Yucca Mountair

The Murkowski amendmentwould make numerous changes, including the following:

e the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would issue standards for the protection of the public from releases of radioa
materials from a permanent nuclear repository; the Nuclear Regulatory Commission would base its licensing determinatio
whether the repository could be operated in accordance with the EPA's radiation protection standards;

® the Secretary of Energy would be required to use routes that minimized, to the maximum practical extent, transportatic
nuclear waste through populated and sensitive environmental areas;

® the nuclear waste disposal program would not be exempted from civil service laws and regulations;

e the limitation on train inspections would be eliminated;

® a clarification would be added that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) would have primary authority for the train
of workers in nuclear-related activities, though the Department of Transportation would be authorized to promulgate worker s:
training standards for removal and transportation of spent fuel if it found gaps in the NRC regulations;

® the provision in the bill requiring the Department of Energy to establish an office to study new technologies for the dispc
of nuclear waste would be eliminated;

® the provision making a direct reference to the Chalk Mountain transportation route would be removed;

(See other side)
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o the failure to finalize a viability assessment for the permanent repository would not serve as a trigger for increasng the si
of the interim storage facility; and

® a clarification would be added that prelicensing construction activities would be the only construction activities thm would
considered to be "preliminary decisionmaking" activities.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The changes in the Murkowski amendment were made to respond to particular concerns that were raised by individual Senators.
One change would require the EPA to set a radiation standard for the repository at a level necessary to protect the public. The
standard that is written into the bill is 100 millirems. That is the same standard that is used by the International Cammission
Radiological Protection, the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements, the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the International Atomic Energy Agency. Senators who talk about this
standard being "400 percent" greater than any other standard are wrong--it is the accepted standard. However, if thetaPA found
a stricter standard were needed, this amendment would require it to impose one. On the issue of transportation routitayythe Sec
of Energy would be required to use routes that minimize, to the maximum practical extent, transportation through dentsely popula
and environmentally sensitive areas. Another change that would be made is that the failure to complete on schedule a viability
assessment for the permanent repository would not serve as an automatic trigger for expanding the size of the intefm repositor
These changes and other changes should relieve the safety and environmental concerns that some Senators have witg the underlyin
bill. We urge the adoption of the amendment.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:

This substitute amendment is nothing more than a regurgitation of the underlying legislation. The words have been rearranged
a little, but the substantive problems remain. There are no compelling technical or safety reasons for moving tons aistaclear w
to a single storage facility; there are no adequate safeguards to make certain that the waste will not spill duringdraribpoetat
are no logical reasons for overriding Federal and State laws and regulations to build a storage site in Nevada thatngil have a
standard that is 400 percent greater than the risk standard for any other nuclear storage site. The changes that are made by th
Murkowski amendment have some marginal value, so Senators may wish to vote in its favor, but we will not. The changes have only
cosmetic value; we will not vote for appearance over substance.



